English teachers behaved like semantic features of the schemata they likened themselves to. The 239 student and 249 teacher metaphors elicited from the participants were submitted to four raters who assigned them to 13 conceptual categories established by Saban, Kocbeker, and Saban (2007). The statistical analysis of data showed that the categories behave as collective knowledge because there is no significant difference in the frequency of student metaphors written by both students and teachers who view students as passive recipients of knowledge, developing organisms and absolute compliants. Students and teachers, however, differ significantly as regards teacher categories. While the highest percentage of students metaphorised their teachers as facilitators/scaffolders, the teachers assigned a counselor's role to themselves, indicating that metaphors are sensitive to social positions. Since the categories are pretty stable over age, proficiency level, years and fields of study as well as experience, they reflect the ever-evolving nature of schema in the variety of metaphors with which the categories are depicted and thus reflect the reality of language learning and teaching in Iran.
I. INTRODUCTION
defined metaphor as "a device for seeing something in terms of something else" (p. 503). However, Lakoff and Johnson (2005) extended it to acquiring the meaning of something according to another and Yazıcı (2010) gave it a synonymous function by demarcating it as using a word instead of another. In spite of being different in perspective, the explication of metaphor by these scholars shares the key terms "something" and "something else" referred to as Topic and Vehicle by Richards (1936) and Perrine (1971) , respectively, for the first time (see Cameron, 1999) .
In addition to the Topic and Vehicle of metaphors, Saban, Kocbeker, and Saban (2007) [henceforth SKS07] added the third element, i.e., Ground, to study 1142 prospective teachers" conceptions of teaching and learning. When filling out the sheet containing the prompt, "A teacher is like … because ..." a female participant, for example, wrote, "A teacher is like a gardener because s/he deals with different kinds of students like a gardener deals with different kinds of plants. " The teacher, gardener and the reason or nature of relationship form the Topic, Vehicle and Ground of the metaphor, respectively.
The very addition of Ground as the third element of conceptual analysis helped SKS07 "break down each metaphor into analyzable parts, looking for salient features/ images, common elements, and similarities among the various metaphors" (p. 127). Their analysis of the responses given to the prompt resulted in establishing 10 main conceptual categories for teachers as shown in Table 1 . When the metaphor Book is, for example, used as a vehicle by a metaphoriser to describe the metaphorised Teacher as a topic, his/her Student is regarded as a passive recipient of knowledge whose task is just absorbing whatever there is in the Book. The study of metaphors in terms of their topic, vehicle and ground is quite dehumanized and decontextualised because the terms topic, vehicle and ground have no reference to the metaphorisers as the sources of metaphors. For this very reason Yob (2003) believed that metaphors are employed when humans try to understand and address "something [italic added] esoteric, abstract, novel, or highly speculative. As a general rule, the more abstract or speculative it is, the greater the variety of metaphors needed to grapple with it" (p. 134). Yob"s view stands in sharp contrast to Phillips (1996) who believed that a metaphor such as a gardener may help understand teachers but it may also act as a block to look for more promising perspectives.
This study takes a totally different approach towards studying metaphors by treating them as semantic features which reflect the ever evolving nature of a given schema such as a student and a teacher. They reflect language users" personal attitudes and feelings towards as well as experiences with the schema metaphorised. The schema teacher, for example, has many semantic features which relate to and distinguish it from other similar schemata such as students and pupils in a specific place at a given time. Figure 1 presents some of the semantic features speakers have in their minds when they utter the schemata student and teacher. As can be seen, the first feature shows that teachers and students are human by nature. However, some language learners may not capitalize on this feature in their teachers and focus instead on their being resourceful and thus liken them to books and dictionaries. Others though may pay more attention to their teachers" caring role and liken them to fathers and wives. These lived and experienced semantic features of schemata do in fact distinguish them from words in that the definition of teachers and students as words in dictionaries lack many semantic features interlocutors usually associate with the schemata teachers and students in their every day verbal interactions. The term schema was first used by Khodadady (1997 Khodadady ( , 1999 and Khodadady and Herriman (2000) to demarcate a word or phrase produced by an addresser to represent a real entity such as a teacher in combination with other words/phrases comprising a text. Khodadady, Pishghadam, and Fakhar (2010) , for example, classified schemata comprising certain units of three textbooks taught at an intermediate level of language proficiency into three domains, i.e., semantic, syntactic and parasyntactic, to study the relationship among reading comprehension ability, grammar and vocabulary knowledge. As did Khodadady, Shirmohammadi, and Talebi, (2011) to study brainstorming and its effect on critical thinking and speaking skills. While semantic schemata such as nouns are many in type but few in their frequency, the syntactic schemata such as pronouns are few in type but many in frequency. Parasyntactic schemata such as names may be many in both type and frequency but always play a syntactic role in language comprehension and production.
Schemata
The first evidence supporting the treatment of metaphors as semantic features of schemata comes from their belonging to one specific domain, i.e., semantic. As can be seen in Table 1 , all teacher metaphors employed by SKS07"s participants are nouns and belong only to semantic domain in that they are open or many in type. Secondly, they are hierarchical in the sense that many metaphors can be subsumed under a single category. And finally, they are personal and reflect metaphorisers" individualistic experiences with the schema they metaphorise and thus differentiate them from words as abstract units of language.
If metaphors behave like the semantic features of a given schema, as it is claimed in this study, they must represent not only collective knowledge but also individual experiences of the metaphorisers with the schema under investigation. In other words, as the collective knowledge of a given schema, the categories into which the metaphors of that schema are subsumed should not be significantly different for given groups of metaphorisers, i.e., students and teachers in this Table 2 shows the frequency (F), percent (P) and cumulative percent (CP) of the number of years (Y) the 504 participants had spent learning English. As can be seen it ranged from one to 18 years (mean = 3.71, SD = 1.97). Their experience in teaching English ranged from one to 22 years (mean = 3.9, SD = 3.35). They were teaching at Bayan (n = 24, % = 17%), Iran Language Institute (n = 32, % = 22.9%), Meraj Andishe (n = 28, % = 20%), Rayehe Danesh (n = 28, % = 20%), and Shokuh (n = 28, % = 20%) institutes when the research was conducted. They all spoke Persian as their mother language.
Four Raters
The present male researchers categorized the metaphors in consultation with each other as rater 1. The metaphors along with the rater 1"s categories taken from the topic and ground columns of Table 1 as well as SKS07"s examples were then sent separately to two female and one male raters who were doing their graduate studies at Ferdowsi University of Mashhad. They were asked to decide independently which category each metaphor belonged to. The raters had all taught general English at various private and public language schools for more than five years.
B. Instrument
The instrument used in the study was a questionnaire consisting of two parts: While the biodata section differed for the students and teachers, the prompts were the same. In the biodata section the learners were asked to specify their gender, age, years of studying English and the name of the institute they were attending when they took part in the project whereas the teachers were to specify their field of study and years of teaching English along with their gender and age. The second part consisted of two prompts for both the learners and teachers. First, the question, "What is your idea about a student?" was asked. Then the incomplete sentence, "A student is like …" was given to be completed. Similarly, for the second prompt the question "What is your idea about a teacher?" was raised first and the incomplete sentence, "A teacher is like …" was given immediately to be completed.
C. Procedure
The researchers attended the institutes in person and invited both the teachers and learners to participate in the study. Upon their agreement the questionnaire was administered on the spot and in the case of the teachers having no extra time, another session was set to have their students fill it out. The researchers then went back to the same teacher on the specified date and distributed the questionnaire either in their teachers" presence or alone.
After 240 and 245 metaphors written for English students and teachers, respectively, were specified, they were alphabetically ordered and the two male researchers of this study established their categories by frequently consulting and discussing Table 1 and the examples provided by SKS07. The researchers" ratings were specified as Rater 1 and then the metaphors and rated categories along with SK0S"s examples were sent to a female graduate of TEFL to
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categorize the teacher and student metaphors separately as Rater 2. She was also asked to explain why she disagreed with Rater 1 whenever she categorized a given metaphor differently. A comparison of Rater 1 and 2"s categories showed that they agreed neither on student nor on teacher metaphors at the required level, i.e., .90 or higher (Miles & Huberman, 1994) . Out of 240 student metaphors they agreed on 182, i.e., 182/240=.76. Similarly, the agreement coefficient for teacher metaphors was .80, i.e., 198/245. The metaphor Cigarette, for example, was categorized as Defective Individual by Rater 1. Rater 2, however, categorized it as Facilitator/scaffolder because At first glance, I see no association between cigarette and teacher. Cigarette is usually associated with destruction, fatality and disease. But viewing from another perspective, while not justified and acceptable for me [italics are added], some smokers believe it is soothing and it facilitates their control over anger or stress or even regulates their temper! In spite of being not justified and acceptable for Rater 2, she had, nonetheless, categorized Cigarette as Facilitator/scaffolder. In order to reach the acceptable level of agreement, Rater 1"s categories along with SKS07"s examples were, therefore, sent to male Rater 3. Since most of Rater 3"s categorization was the same as Rater 1"s, they were treated as cases of agreement and Rater 2"s categories were discarded wherever it disagreed with a given metaphor assigned to the same category by both Rater 1 and 3. In some cases, Rater 3"s categories, however, agreed with Rater 2"s though he had no access to her ratings. In such cases, Rater 1"s category was discarded. Rater 1 had, for example, categorized Autumn as Facilitator/scaffolder but both Rater 2 and 3 had categorized it as Change Agent. The adopting of this procedure increased the agreement to the acceptable level of .96 (231/240) for student metaphors and .97 (238/245) for teachers.
Since all the elicited metaphors were going to be analyzed in this study, the few metaphors upon which the three raters disagreed were changed into a three-choice item test and sent to another female Rater along with SKS07"s examples. She was told that the three alternatives presented for each metaphor were categorized by three different raters. She was asked to read the examples very carefully and choose the alternative which best fit her own experiences with English students as well teachers as shown in the directions and example given below:
Dear Rater: Would you please read the attached file containing example sentences for metaphor categories very carefully and then based on your personal experiences with both English students and teachers, specify which alternative provides the best description for a teacher likened to an object such as a Book. A colleague of yours chose C, Knowledge provider, as the best alternative.
Example:
A teacher likened to a Book is like a … A Change agent B Facilitator/scaffolder C Knowledge provider *
The selections made by rater four were adopted as the category upon which 100 percent agreements were reached and thus no metaphor was discarded from the study. This approach resulted in establishing more categories for both student and teacher metaphors as will be discussed shortly.
D. Data Analysis
All the metaphors produced by both English teachers and students were arranged alphabetically and assigned to categories established by SKS07 and extended further in this study. While SKS07 identified only 10 categories for teachers, for example, the four raters of this study added Absolute compliant, Active participant, Change object and Defective individual to the list, too. Similarly, the students were assigned to 13 categories on the basis of the examples SKS07 had given in their study. The reliability of these categories was then determined by subjecting them to inter rater analyses to reach 100 percent agreement by employing four raters. And finally, the categories were analyzed statistically by employing Crosstabs and Chi-Square test to explore the following six null hypotheses.
H1There is no significant difference in the student categories metaphorised by students of varying age, gender, and years of study H2 There is no significant difference in the teacher categories metaphorised by students of varying age, gender, years of study
H3There is no significant difference in the student categories metaphorised by teachers of varying field of study, age, gender, and years of teaching.
H4There is no significant difference in the teachers categories metaphorised by teachers of varying fields of study, age, gender, and years of teaching.
H5 There is no significant difference in the student categories metaphorised by teachers and students themselves H6 There is no significant difference in the teacher categories metaphorised by students and teachers themselves III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION Table 3 presents the number of metaphors written by students and teachers. As it can be seen, both students and teachers wrote 239 and 245 metaphors for students and teachers, respectively. (Appendices A and B provide all the metaphors along with their categories and frequencies.) The number of teacher metaphors, i.e., 167 (68.2%), written by the students is higher than those they wrote for themselves, i.e., 141 (59%). However, the number of student metaphors
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written by both students and teachers, i.e., 77 (32.2%) was higher than that of teacher metaphors, i.e., 53 (21.6%), indicating that they shared more common views regarding students metaphors. Table 4 presents the 13 student categories metaphorised by students of varying age, gender, and years of study. As can be seen, the frequency of categories is of almost the same number for teens and adults, females and males and freshman and senior learners of English. Most of them, for example, consider themselves as passive recipients of knowledge, developing organisms and absolute compliants. The Chi-Square analysis of these frequencies thus confirmed the first hypothesis that there is no significant difference in the student categories metaphorised by students of varying age, gender, and years of study, implying that the schema of student, for example, invokes the image of certain objects in the minds of students of all ages, gender and proficiency level to reflect their being as empty as bags, banks, and baskets to be filled by teachers. Khodadady (1997) suggested that a given word such as a student which is produced by a writer in a given context such as the first prompt of this study, i.e., a student is like …, be treated as a schema because it embodies a large number of closely related concepts, i.e., metaphors, which relate it to the writer"s personal experiences with the same schema in other real contexts where the metaphors are employed non-metaphorically. Viewing the metaphorised student as a schema, for example, explains why 46 different metaphors have been written by the students themselves to show their own personal experiences, and consequent identification, with the metaphors such as bags and baskets as they have experienced committing vocabulary to their memories as real containers at home. (Appendix A provides a complete list of these metaphors.) While the word student exists only in dictionaries and can never embody metaphors elicited in this study as parts of their static definition, the schema student does accomplish the task in the variety of metaphors produced in this study. Table 5 presents the teacher categories metaphorised by students of varying age, gender, and years of study. As can be seen, most learners view their teachers as facilitators, knowledge providers and counselors. The Chi-Square analysis run on the frequency of all teacher categories confirmed the second hypothesis that there is no significant difference in the teacher categories metaphorised by students of varying age, gender, years of study. These results indicate that similar to the schema of student, the schema of teacher evolves steadily over age, gender and years of study and thus provides further support for Khodadady and Elahi"s (2012) argument that schemata are collective knowledge acquired personally through different experiences. The teacher schema, for example, activates the mental images of objects such as chairs, guns, windows, beds, buses, cameras, carpets, and heaters in the minds of students and they employ these images consciously as metaphors to depict their English teachers" role in their language learning. The personal experiences of the highest number of student participants in this study with facilitating humans such as workers and detectives, locations such as classrooms and boulevards, and objects such as erasers and heaters have provided them with metaphors to liken their teachers to. Similarly, the second largest percentage views their teachers as trees and mountains because as real plants and locations, they have provided the students with their required types of fruit and landscape, respectively, as their teachers have provided them with English knowledge in a similar manner.
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The findings presented in Table 5 also indicate that the learners assign their evolving schemata into more comprehensive categories to show their collective knowledge of metaphorised schemata such as students and teachers. The metaphors themselves, however, show how the students view the collective knowledge of the same schema personally. This very unique feature of schema explains why 68 metaphors have been written by the students alone to reveal the facilitative role of their teachers. One of them, for example, has employed the Persian slang metaphor Anorak, i.e., a person with a strong interest in niche subjects, to depict her teacher"s facilitative role in helping her acquire proficiency in English as a niche language. Table 6 presents the 12 student categories metaphorised by teachers of varying age, field of study, gender and teaching years. As can be seen, the frequency of categories is almost the same in each category indicating that the majority of young and adult, female and male, less and more experienced teachers look at their students as passive recipients. The Chi-square analysis of frequencies did not show any significant difference among categories and thus confirmed the third hypothesis that there is no significant difference in the student categories metaphorised by teachers of varying field of study, age, gender, and years of teaching. 4  6  3  5  0  2  7  3  7  3  Defective individual  3  5  3  2  0  3  5  3  3  5  Knowledge provider  1  0  0  0  0  1  0  1  1  0  Molder/craftsperson  1  1  0  1  0  1  1  1  1  1  Significant other  1  2  1  1  0  1  3  0  2  1  Superior authoritative figure  0  1  1  0  0  0  1  0  1  0  Total  66  74  47  44  14  35  78  62  89 Table 7 presents the 11 teacher categories metaphorised by teachers of varying age, field of study, gender and teaching years. As can be seen, the frequency is similar in each category for the teacher participants. The majority of young and adult, female and male and less and more experienced teachers with degrees in four different fields look at themselves as counselors, facilitators, cooperative leaders and nurturers. The Chi-square analysis of frequencies did not Table 8 presents the 14 categories into which the metaphors written by students and teachers have been assigned by the four raters. As can be seen, there is almost a perfect agreement regarding what categories the majority of students fall from both students and teachers" perspective. Since the frequency of metaphors written by both groups is almost the same, the Chi-square test thus confirmed the fifth hypothesis postulating the lack of significant difference as regards what both teachers and students liken the students" role in learning English. The results presented in Table 8 support the argument made in this study that metaphors provide the most factual and experiential data through which a given society's collective as well as personal understanding of its key members such as students and teachers can be assessed. They do, for example, indicate that almost 75% of students have no choice but play the role of passive recipients, developing organisms, absolute compliants and raw materials in a context where the language they learn has no communicative role to play. In other words, the inability of Iranian learners to employ their English for real purposes as molders, for example, do, leave them with no other choice. However, 7.6% of these learners do manage to learn English as active participants. Table 9 presents the teacher categories metaphorised by students and teachers themselves. As can be seen, while the highest percentage of students (27.2%) metaphorised their teachers as facilitators/scaffolders, the highest percentage of teachers (20.7%) assigned a counselor's role to themselves. Similarly, the second highest percentage of students and teachers see teachers differently, i.e., knowledge providers (23.2%) and facilitators/ scaffolders (16.4%), respectively. The Chi-square analysis of category frequencies showed that they were significantly different, i.e. χ 2 = 40.351, df = 12, p <.0001, and thus disconfirmed the sixth hypothesis that there is no significant difference in the teacher categories metaphorised by students and teachers themselves. 
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IV. CONCLUSION
This study was designed to find out whether the metaphors language learners and teachers are likened to behave like semantic features through which the metaphorised schemata, i.e., students and teachers, were viewed under the conditions determining English learning in Iran in 2011. It was found that the majority of both students and teachers view learners as passive recipients, developing organisms and absolute complaints. In other words students and teachers of all ages, gender, years of study/teaching and the field of study regard English learners as passive and developing recipients of knowledge who comply with the rules set by their society. It was argued that the categories assigned are natural within a foreign language context because the very lack of authentic interlocutors, i.e., English speakers, with whom they can actively communicate and thus become active participants makes learning the language receptive, i.e., passive, rather than productive, i.e., active.
Students and teachers, however, have significantly different views as regards teachers" roles. While the highest percentage of English learners assign a facilitating role to their teachers by likening them to objects such as chairs and windows, the highest percentage of teachers give themselves a counseling role and liken themselves to friends and hearers. Students also assign the two roles of curers and active participants to teachers while the teachers do not see themselves in those roles, indicating that there is a discrepancy as regards what educational roles English teachers play in Iran. It is, therefore, suggested a more in-depth schema-based analysis of teachers be conducted by having the teachers articulate what they liken themselves and their students to and why. Their explicit metaphors and explanations must show why the second highest percentage of students views teachers as knowledge providers whereas teachers assign a facilitator"s role to themselves.
And finally, treating metaphors as semantic features of the metaphorised schemata such as students and teachers reflect their pragmatic definitions within the variables of place and time and accomplish the task many authorities in language education strive to capture theoretically. In communicative Language Teaching, for example, several roles are assigned to teachers, e.g., needs analysts, counselors and group process managers (Richards & Rodger, 2001 ). The metaphors elicited in this study, however, show that what some teaching experts theorise about teachers" roles hardly reflects the reality in Iranian language classes and results in a significant difference in what teachers think they are and what their students liken them to. 1  1  Belt  1  1  0  1  35  3  Waiter  1  1  0  1  2  1  Bench  1  1  0  1  36  2  Watch  1  1  1  2  3  1  Bicycle  1  1  0  1  37  2  Wave  1  2  1  3  4  1  Bus  1  1  0  1  38  3  Wheel  1  0  1  1  5  1  Carpet  1  1  0  1  39  1  Yoyo  1  2  0  2  6  3  Employer  1  1  0  1  40  3  Ball  2  5  2  7  7  1  Fish  1  3  0  3  41  2  Adventurer  2  0  1  1  8  1  Floor  1  3  0  3  42  1  Artist  2  4  0  4  9  1  Handkerchief  1  3  1  4  43  1  Athlete  2  1  0  1  10  1  Hen  1  2  1  3  44  1  Buyer  2  1  0  1  11  3  Horse  1  3  0  3  45  1  Dancer  2  1  0  1 1  1  0  1  61  1  Tour  2  1  0  1  28  2  Sheep  1  2  1  3  62  1  Tourist  2  1  0  1  29  3  Software  1  2  0  2  63  3  Clown  3  1  1  2  30  3  Soldier  1  1  2  3  64  1  Eagle  3  1  0  1  31  2  Tire  1  5  0  5  65  1  Eye  3  2  1  3  32  1  Train  1  2  0  2  66  1  Owl  3  1  1  2  33  2  Training dog  1  1  0  1  67  3  Player  3  3  1  4  34  1  Typewriter  1  1  0  1  68  1  Singer  3  5  1  6 
